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results of controversy in such matters is not such as to afford any 
ground for hoping that anything that I may say will carry convic- 
tion either to Miss Gilliland or to Miss Jones. 

J. S. Mackenzie. 
University College, Cardiff. 

"RATIONAL HEDONISM." — NOTE BY MR. BRADLEY. 

Every one interested in this subject will, I am sure, be grateful 
to Miss Jones and to Professor Mackenzie for their instructive dis- 
cussion. I am not venturing to express an opinion on the con- 
troversy as a whole, but there is a point on which, if Miss Jones 
were willing to develop her views, I think others as well as myself 
would receive them with attention. The question to which I should 
welcome an answer is this : Why should the Hedonist seek to deny 
worth of everything other than pleasantness ? If it is admitted (as 
I, for example, can admit) that the pleasant is the good and the good 
pleasant, and that the better is more pleasant and the more pleasant 
better, why should the Hedonist desire to go further ? As soon as 
I allow that nothing without pleasure has worth, and that the more 
valuable is more pleasant, and that pleasantness may be used as a 
measure of goodness, how is the Hedonist interested in trying to 
force me to deny worth of all else but mere pleasantness ? Prac- 
tically, I am sure that this denial will in some minds always cause 
moral repulsion, and theoretically I cannot see what it brings in 
except difficulty. It entails in any case the task of making good an 
abstraction which is so extreme that, even if it were true, I do not 
see how we could show its truth, and which, even if really self- 
consistent, seems hardly self-evident. And in the case of those 
who hold with Miss Jones the trouble seems increased. If reason 
is in the end in some sense to qualify the end, can it be rational to 
set up first the end unqualified and to strain oneself to deny worth 
of all else but this abstraction ? Or, again, can reason qualify the 
end and yet add nothing to it ? for reason hardly, I presume, can 
consist in mere subtraction. And if the end really is not the 
end unless qualified by reason, surely something beyond mere 
pleasantness has been from the first included in the end. But I 
am well aware that it is dangerous to make inquiries where one 
does not understand, and my question perhaps rests on a complete 
misconception, towards the removal of which I have no right to 
claim assistance. Still, others may be more or less in the same case 
with myself, if not with regard to reason, at least with regard to the 
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abstraction of pleasantness. And a further explanation on this 

point by Miss Jones might tend (it seems to me) at least to narrow 

the field of controversy. For myself, I am even sanguine enough 

to hope that I might be permitted to go on believing that pleasant 

life, and not mere pleasantness, is what in the end has worth, and 

yet that, having recanted some early errors, I might be allowed, if 

I pleased, to call myself a Hedonist. I may be wrong in this, but I 

should find it most interesting to learn from Miss Jones whether a 

Hedonist really is bound to deny worth in the end of all but mere 

pleasantness, and, if so, what theoretically or practically is taken 

to be gained by this denial. 

F. H. Bradley. 
Merton College, Oxford. 

"rational hedonism" concluded. 

In answer to Professor Mackenzie's remarks, I should like to say 
that in accepting the definition of Pleasure according to which it 
is Feeling judged to be desirable, I mean judged desirable by the per- 
son feeling it. It may no doubt be so judged by one who does not 
accept the Hedonistic End, but I think that any one who does ac- 
cept that end, must also have accepted the proposed definition ; for 
(1) Pleasure is Feeling. (2) If it is ultimately desirable, it is of 
course desirable. 

Mr. Mackenzie had said (International Journal of Ethics, 
January, 1895, p. 218), " It is a disputed point whether feeling . . . 
is ever judged to be desirable at all." It was in answer to this that 
I referred to Clark and Butler, and Hedonist moralists generally, as 
persons who do judge some feeling to be desirable. 

With reference to Mr. Mackenzie's point (1), I do not see that 
the definition of Pleasure above referred to makes it necessary to 
suppose that all pleasant feeling is accompanied by an explicit 
judgment of desirability; point (2), as far as I understand, while 
seeming to admit that pleasant states of consciousness are judged 
desirable, raises again the question whether it is the pleasant feeling 
in such a psychosis, or " the pleasant" object oj feeling that is judged 
desirable. If it is qua pleasant that the object of feeling is judged 
desirable, this is all that I contend for. If the object is judged 
desirable in virtue of some other characteristic, that other charac- 
teristic needs to be indicated before the question can be discussed. 
Should we hold any objective content to be in itself desirable, if 
inseparable from intense pain ? 



